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garded it as a sign of grace in themselves that they
employed no women, as was done on the Con-
tinent, and Thomas Nashe's defence, contained in
Pierce Penilesse his Supplication to the Diuell (1592), is
juftly famous:
. . . Our Players are not as the players beyond sea, a sort
of squirting baudie Comedians, that haue whores and
common Curtizans to playe women's parts, and forbeare no
immodest speech or vnchaSt aftion that may procure
laughter, but our Sceane is more Stately furnisht than euer
it was in the time of Roscius, our representations honorable,
and full of gallant resolution, not consisting like theks of
a Pantaloun, a Whore, and a Zanie, but of Emperours,
Kings and Princes: whose true Tragedies (Sophocleo cothwno}
they doo vaunt.
(p. 27.)
Classical precedent, also, forbade the appearance of
women on the Stage, and Aristotle's classification of
women as inferior beings for the purpose of drama
doubtless carried weight with those playwrights who
sought salvation in the classic form. Women had
never appeared upon any Stage which the English
a&ors considered worthy of imitation, and to them
there seemed no reason why women should ad .at all,
except in masques and those entertainments which
were arranged for private display.
The Puritans would have been equally scandalized by
the suggestion that women should appear on the Stage,
but they had a bolt to shoot at the boy a&ors as well,
and no attack on the Stage was complete without a
lengthy dissertation on the necessity for breaking
Mosaic law which was the result of the boy aftor
convention. The text which they quoted was;